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Thi s s a child custody case. He at h

RoberCtr oxdal e (fat her) each filed a [

cCustoady,inhe alternative, pri mary resi

t heisron, Tr avi s Dean Croxdal e, who was

t ri alourt awar ded pri mary custody to tF



havi phhysi cal custody dur i ng t wo mont h
nmt heappeal s, assert n g t hat t e rdheur t
pri mary custody. We affirm the judgme

Theparties were divorced pur suant t o
ent erAgudgust 14, 1995. The mar it al a
providedt ptahret i e s “wiolilnth acvues t o dy shar e
changienegry we ek on Sunday jaoti n6t:o00dOy spt. m
arrangement wor ked satisfactorily unt i
age " OFne barruy 2 0, 1997, t he mot her filed
pri mareysi dent i al custody of Tr avi s. T h
petitliokewise seeking primary r1resident
stipulabed their ar rjan gneememnuts tfoodry s har e
was n o |l onger appropriate.

T hecase wa s heard byt yt hBee tHiacm bR elna tCioo
Courotn Oct ober 31, 1997. The t ri al C C
t hor ough me mor andum opi ni on, f ound t he

Wi thegard to the nine statutory ct

§ 36-6-102, and t he t hirty criter.i:e

cour ff or nca i b n o f custody decr ees,

f i ndesgui ti es on bot It asiedbe €butrhi & as

nodoubboeit her party"'s | ov e f or and

the mi nor chil d. Each par ybi s obvi

pr ovitdhe <c¢chi Ifdowitoh hi ng, medi c al tr e

educati on, and ot her necessartry car e

t heobvi ous @abiprnawi de t hes athiid fda a4 t h

t oryome environment . Nei t her party

or phgaheal th probl ems. Both parti e

stratceodhcern over the c¢chi.l 'S emot i or



ds oci al devel opment .n aApxmrsepr inatod lv

ga C i1 d o f such t ender year s, t h

[ e t he chil d's preference reg :
t o have been

I or emoti onall

e @ic ep detvieeyr h a s

er h ome any per so
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sel ect one of mayh ecnu s t

. t he equi ti es ar e cl osely bal a
wi | b ebsae d on an eval uati on o f t he
rat ed conduct i n t heir past d ea
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TheCour't bel i eves t hat |, i n det e
odp atl en il b e mor e l i kely t o
dl"osn g - t er me rbeess,t iitnti s I nstruc
i ne t he conduct of each of t he
treme Bhe eswi.dence i n t hi's case
gh e stressif ul t i me surround:
nan di vorce, [ fat her ' s] cCo
e chil d was S or . t
i s i n ori gina : T he Cou
v e rcroindsii dgeir a ttimins ot her wi se c |
ced case.
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ilanngd acnoanlsyi sdi-s ,

ent t hat j oi n

t e, t he Court
stabBe serve

g n aftfiantgh er | as roi
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t mar y Cust
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Thesol e i S sue @arkne ayperelmdt,i m fr om t he
br i eifs, " di d t he tri al court er rt oydn mo
or detro pl ace custody wi t h t he Fat her

Mot her ' s pre-divorce conduct ?"

The mot her ar gues i n her bri ef as f
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f i ndhe rul e as rBri uneirtatw.d 4B8nmuSn.i W33 d

( TendApp. 1997) t o b e particul arly ger

considerati on her e:

Wh i | nag proceedings I n t he | aw ar
dr i v etnh,iiss particul acugygt 6dwecads$es, b o
oni ni ti al awards as wel |l as i n cases
tomodi fy a previmwe hawamseaes, a tri al
haswi de di scr et iwldin, namdt avmmper wi t h
di screwtmloeass the facts demonstrate t
f achthas abused hi s or her di screti on
t hechil d I s al ways t he par amount
(Citati ons omi tted )
| d, at page 7 40 .
We f i nd t hat t he evidence dogatg nhte p
t ri acbor t asvar d of pri mary resi denti al C |
and t hat t he tri al court di d n ot abuse
cour tj'usd gmesntaf f i r med i n aClols trse sopne catpsp.e a
assed¢s ot he appel |l ant and t hi s case I s
court
Don T. McMurray, Jud
CONCUR:
Houston M. Goddard, Presiding Judge
Charles D. Susano, Jr., Judge
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Thi appeal came on t o b e cbeadmdtrhue on

DomesRekationef CHdamibl enbrdoeufnst yaund ar gun

counseWUpon consideration thereof, t hi s
t here was no reversi bl e error I n t he t

Theri al court's judgment i's af fir me
on appeal ar e assessed t o t he appell an
t o t he tri al court

PER CURI AM



